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REMARKS 

Status of claims 

Claims 1 and 15 have been canceled and, in their respective places, claims 19 and 25 
have been added. The newly presented independent claims are believed to clarify the spatial 
relationship between the various layers. 

Claims 2, 4, and 6 have been canceled and variants of limitations originally presented 
therein now are included as optional features in newly presented claim 19. 

Claims 16-18 have been canceled. Claims 26-29 are newly presented. 

Thus, claims 3, 5, 7-13, and 19-29 presently are pending; of these, claims 19 and 25 are 
independent. 

Comments concerning t ha amended claims 

Claim 19 finds support in claims 1-2, 4, and 6 as filed, in Fig. 1, and in various portions 
of the textual description, particularly portions at pp. 6-7 of the specification. Claim 25 finds 
support in claims 1-2 and 4-6 as filed, in Fig. 1 , and in various portions of the textual description, 
particularly portions throughout pp. 4-8 of the specification. 

The dependency of claims 5, 7-9, and 11-13 has been changed so as to reflect the 
cancellation of claim 1 and the presentation of new claim 19. 

Claim 5 has been amended, specifically the limitation "is primed with" has been re- 
characterized as "bears a primer layer derived from a composition comprising". Support for this 
amendment is inherent in the original phrasing of claim 5 and also can be found in Figure 1 and 
pp. 4-5 of the specification as filed. (The term "primer is one that is found in the claims of 
scores of issued U.S. patents and is not considered to be indefinite. It also has been used in 
new claims 19 and 25.) 

The dependency order of claims 9 and 10 has been reversed so as to better match the 
description at page 4 of the specification as filed. In doing so, a misspelling (of polyaramid) has 
been corrected. 

As for the indefinrteness rejection based on inclusion of the term "treated" (originally in 
claim 10 and now in amended claim 9), Applicant solicits the Examiner's suggestion regarding 
an alternative term that covers the spectrum of fiber/filament modifications exemplified at lines 
14-18 of page 4 of the specification as filed. Breadth and indafiniteness are not synonymous] 
see MPEP § 2173.04. The ordinarily skilled artisan is aware of and understands the difference 
between a treated and an untreated fiber or filament. See, e.g., 

http://www.epa.gov«n/atw/coal/fabric/pic-ftibr,p€if 
particularly pp. H-14 ef seg., where the U.S. EPA characterizes a variety of dry and wet 
treatment options. 
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New claim 20 finds support at, e.g., lines 5-7 of page 5 of the specification. 

New claims 21-23 and 26-27 find support at, e.g., line 5 of page 7 through line 11 of 

page 8. 

New claim 24 finds support at, e.g., lines 15-20 of page 8 of the specification. 

New claim 28 finds support in original claim 3 as well as the last paragraph of page 8. 

New claim 29 finds support at, e.g., lines 12-14 of page 8 of the specification. 

Comments concerning 112 Rejections 

Claims 4, 6, and 1 0 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, H 2, as being indefinite due to 
their usage of "primed" and "treated." As discussed above, the former is not used in the present 
Listing of Claims, and the latter is submitted to be broad but not indefinite. 

Usage of "image layer" in claim 15 was questioned. Cancellation of claim 15 means that 
this rejection is moot. 

Discussion of the Cited References 

The references cited against the claims as filed neither teach nor suggest the claims as 
amended. At least two of the references are submitted to not have taught or suggested the 
claims as filed, while the remaining references are not relevant to the claims as amended. 

/. U.S. Patent Mo. 6,180,228 ("the '228 patent") 

The 5/31 Action rejected each of the original claims under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as 
anticipated by or, in the alternative, under § 1 03(a) as obvious over the '228 patent, either alone 
or in combination with at least one other patent. For at least the reasons that follow, Applicant 
submits that the *228 patent neither taught nor suggested the originally claimed invention, nor 
does it teach or suggest the presently claimed invention. 

As apparently recognized in the 5/31 Action, the '228 patent does not suggest that a 
fabric matrix or support can be printed: 

The base liiyer (fabric matrix or support) may be a film (16 . . .), but may be rein- 
forced with a woven or nonwoven scrim layer, or a layer of fibrous material 
[citation omitted]. ... An image layer (24 . . .) is disposed on a second major 
surface (upper surface) of the base layer [citation omitted]. 
In other words, the portion of the "228 patent cited in the 5/31 Action teaches that image layer 
24 is separated from the optional scrim reinforcement by film 16. The cited portion does not 
teach that the image layer is applied to the reinforcing scrim, which happens to be opposite the 
printed image, but instead that it can be reinforced by a separate, distinct reinforcing layer; see 
lines 34-44 of col. 2 ("[A] surface of base layer 16, or selected portions [of a surface of base 
layer 16], can be reinforced. . . . [Al . . . scrim layer, or a layer of fibrous material ... can be 
applied to a surface of the base layer . . ..") At no point does the '228 patent even suggest that 
an image can be applied to anything other than a film.. 
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Using fabric to reinforce an image-bearing film is not the same as - and certainly does 
not teach - "at least one image layer disposed on said upper surface of said fabric matrix or 
support" (emphasis added), as was required in original claim 1. In other words, the '228 patent 
teaches a different structure than that which was claimed and nowhere suggests that the image- 
bearing film can be eliminated. 

Applicant submits that claims 1 and 15 as filed clearly distinguished over the '228 patent 
for at least the foregoing reason. Further, Applicant submits that new claims 19 and 25 
reinforce this distinction by indicating that the fabric matrix (optionally primed in claim 19 and 
primed in claim 25) is the element that bears the printed image. 

Because all of the remaining claim rejections based on the '228 patent appear to rely on 
this misinterpretation, Applicant respectfully submits that all of those rejections are improper and 
should be reconsidered and withdrawn. 

77. U.S. Patent No. 5,468,532 ("the '532 patent") 

In the 5/31 Action, the "532 patent is cited as a secondary reference in an obviousness 
rejection, specifically for its teaching of thicknesses for the protective layer. 

As discussed above, the '228 patent neither teaches nor suggests the claimed invention. 
Accordingly, the issue of whether the '532 patent teaches/suggests a protective layer thickness 
range is irrelevant and moot. 

///. U.S. Patent No. 6,228,486 ("the '486 patent") 

The 5/31 Action rejected some of claims 1, 4-9, 11, and 13-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) 
as anticipated by, and others under § 103(a) as obvious over, the '486 patent. For at least the 
reasons that follow, Applicant submits that the '486 patent does not teach or suggest the 
claimed invention. 

Using Fig. 2 as a representative embodiment of the '486 patent (a discussion of all of the 
embodiments described in the '486 patent is avoided for the sake of brevity), Applicant notes 
that no protective layer directly contacts ink/graphics layer 120; instead, ink/graphics layer 120 
is overlain by adhesion promoting layer 130. 

Further, the non-adhesive outer layer - earner sheet 160 - is separated from layer 120 
by at least two intermediate layers. It is not disposed on and does not directly contact the 
printed image. 

IV. U.S. Patent No. 6,756,095 ("the '095 patent") 

The 5/31 Action rejected some of claims 1 and 4-18 under 35 U.S.C. § 102(e) as 
anticipated by, and others under § 103(a) as obvious over, the '095 patent. For at least the 
reasons that follow, Applicant submits that the '095 patent does not teach or suggest the 
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claimed invention. (The option of swearing behind the '095 patent is reserved if later deemed to 
be desirable.) 

Similar to the *486 patent, the '095 patent does not teach or suggest that a protective 
layer directly contacts an ink/graphics layer. Using Fig. 3 as a representative embodiment of 
the '095 patent (Fig. 2 does not include an ink/graphics layer), ink/graphics layer 220 is overlain 
by adhesive layer 230. 

Further, the non-adhesive outer layer - carrier sheet 240 - is separated from layer 220 
by at least one intermediate layer. It is not disposed on and does not directly contact the printed 
image. 

Applicant believes that the foregoing explanation should assist in understanding some of 
the differences between the claimed invention and the references of record. Further, these 
differences are such that Applicant respectfully requests that each of the outstanding rejections 
be withdrawn. 

The claim amendments undertaken as part of this submission result in 20 pending 
claims (only 2 of which are independent), so no additional claim fees are believed to be due. 

This response is being submitted within one month of the end of the 3-month shortened 
statutory period and, accordingly, is accompanied by an extension of time request (form PTO/ 
SB/22) and the appropriate fee ($60.00) in the form of a credit card authorization (PTO-2038), 

This response also is accompanied by a new power of attorney and change of 
correspondence address (form PTO/SB/82). Accordingly, inquiries concerning this submission, 
as well as other questions concerning the application, should be directed to the attention of the 
those associated with Customer No. 46588. 



Zollinger & Burleson Ltd. 

P.O. Box 2368 

Canton, Ohio 44720-0368 

phone: 330/526-0104, x2 
facsimile: B66K11-9964 



Respectfully submitted, 




September 29. 2005 



David G. Burleson, Reg. No. 38,090 
Attorney for Applicant 
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